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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . In response to communications filed on 12/17/2007, Applicant amends claims 1 and 6-12 
and cancels claim 5. The following claims 1-4 and 6-12 are presented for examination. 

1.1 In response to communications filed on 12/17/2007, Applicant's remarks, pages, 7-8, 
with respect to the rejection of claims 1-12 have been fully considered but they are not fully 
persuasive as amended. Regarding claim 1 , Examiner disagrees with applicant's remarks that 
claim 1 recites the steps the transmitting and checking during programming. Transmitting an 
instruction file does not inherently mean programming. Also the checking in column 7, lines 26- 
38 as disclosed by Danner is used before execution. Upon further consideration, the claims are 
now rejected in view of previously cited US Patent 6,476,833 to Moshfeghi. The rejection of 
claims 1-4 and 6-12 is set forth below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter 
sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
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which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 
the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4 and 6-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent 6,952,800 to Danner et al in view of US Patent 6,476,833 to Moshfeghi. 

As per claim 1, Danner et al substantially discloses a method for using a data 
processing system as a function of an authorization in Internet telephony, the method comprising 
the steps of: defining a basic control level relating to execution of specific instructions using a data 
processing system 10 for at least one basic user of the data processing system, the specific 
instructions being received in an Internet Markup Language (XML) and parsed using a parser (see 
column 7, lines 10-22) that meets the recitation of defining a basic authorization level relating to 
execution of specific instructions using the data processing system for at least one basic user of the 
data processing system, the specific instructions being received in an In ternet Markup Language 
(XML) and parsed using a parser. Danner et al discloses defining a user-specific level as a next 
level (priority authorization level), permitting execution of subscriber-specific control parameters 
overlying the basic control level for at least one specific subscriber of the data processing system (see 
column 5, lines 54-55 and column 7, lines 22-38) that meets the recitation of defining a priority 
authorization level, which permits execution of instructions with wider ranging access rights in 
comparison to the instructions of the basic authorization level, for at least one priority user of the data 
processing system. Danner et al discloses noting at least one of the instructions and a syntax of the 
instructions for the basic authorization level in a basic file section (see column 8, lines 62-65 and fig. 
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4A); noting at least one of the instructions and a syntax of the instructions for the priority 
authorization level in a priority file section (see column 8, line 65 through column 9, line 5 and fig. 
4B); As interpreted by Examiner, Danner et al further discloses determining the authorization 
level (control information from the parsed XML control documents defining the authorization 
levels) before executing the application operations (see column 7, lines 39-65 see also column 7, 
lines 10-38) that meets the recitation of determining the authorization level of a user before the 
execution of the instructions of the user, and further discloses the execution of the application 
operations is based on basic control level or user-specific level (see column 7, lines 39-65) that 
meets the recitation of using one of the basic file section and the priority file section, as a function of 
the authorization level determined, to define the instructions which the user can execute. Danner et 
al further discloses transmitting, by a user, an instruction file with instructions to the data processing 
system for determining the authorization level (see column 6, lines 46-64); checking the instructions 
contained in the instruction file as a function of the authorization level using one of the basic file 
section and the priority file section (see column 7, lines 54 through column 7, line 5 and column 7, 
lines 26-36); (see also column 8, lines 29-41). Danner et al suggests enabling applications to be 
easily modified (see column 5, lines 21-25) and storing the instruction file for a later execution (see 
column 7, lines 26-36) but does not explicitly disclose storing the instruction file for a later execution 
if it contains only instructions which are valid for the authorization level which is determined. 
Moshfeghi in an analogous art teaches filtering methods for markup language such as HTML 
and XML, wherein users can access and update limited resources based on their profiles and 
access rights (see summary of invention, column 2, line 55 through column 4, line 32). 
Moshfeghi discloses storing user profile records, the profile records defining an authorization 
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level relating to each user's execution of specific instructions; for instance, access control information 
includes user's authority to update various types of data stored in the system, in other words updating 
(storing) instructions that are permitted based on user's authorization (see column 7, lines 50-67 and 
column 8, lines 27-34). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the teaching of Moshfeghi to store the instruction file 
for a later execution if it contains only instructions which are valid for the authorization level which is 
determined as taught by Moshfeghi to provide more control of user's access rights as suggested 
by Moshfeghi (column 3, line 20 through column 4, line 32). 

As per claim 11, Danner et al discloses a system comprising a server that inherently has 
processor and memory that meets the recitation of parts for performing the steps disclosed in 
claim 1 1 . As interpreted by Examiner the functions in claim 1 1 are intended use and they may 
not be given any patentable weight. The steps disclosed in claim 1 1 are the same as claim 1 and 
claim 1 1 is also rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claim 1 above. 

As per claim 12, claim 12 recites the same limitation as in the rejection of claim 1 except 
for implementing the claimed method into a program. Therefore, claim 12 is rejected on the 
same rationale as the rejection of claim 1 above. 

As per claim 2, Danner et al discloses storing the basic file section in a basic file 
and storing the preferred section in a priority file which differs from the basic file (see 
column 8, lines 62-67). 
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As per claim 3, as interpreted by Examiner, Danner et al discloses some text 
elements in figs. 4A and 4B that do not themselves define a program which can be executed 
by a processor that meets the recitation of wherein at least one of the basic file section and the 
priority file section does not itself define a program or program section, which can be executed 
by a processor (see figures 28 and 29). 

As per claim 4, Danner et al discloses a basic authorization level and one user-specific 
attributes in the user-specific authorization level not including in the basic authorization level 
that meets the recitation of defining the instructions of the basic authorization level and at least one 
of an additional instruction and an expanded syntax in comparison with the syntax of the basic 
authorization level for the priority authorization level (column 7, lines 22-38). 

As per claim 6, as interpreted by Examiner, Danner et al discloses determining the 
authorization level (control information from the parsed XML control documents defining the 
authorization levels) before executing the application operations (see column 7, lines 39-65 see 
also column 7, lines 10-38) that meets the recitation of determining the authorization level of a user 
before the processing of the instruction file; and further discloses the execution of the application 
operations is based on basic control level or user-specific level (see column 7, lines 39-65) that 
meets the recitation of using one of the basic file section and the priority file section, as a function of 
the authorization level for the processing of the instruction file. 
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As per claim 7, Danner et al discloses wherein the basic file section and the priority file 
section contain at least one of the instructions and a syntax of the instructions of a markup language, 
which is used to described contents of character chains, the markup language being selected from the 
group consisting of SGML, XML, HTML 4.0, and a markup language based on one of these languages 
such that the instruction file contains instructions in the markup language (see figs. 4A and 4B). 

As per claim 8, Danner et al discloses wherein the basic file section in the priority file 
section define at least one of instructions and a syntax of the instructions for controlling a voice 
transmission via at least one of a circuit-switched telephone network and a packet- switched data 
transmission network, the syntax of instructions of a language selected from a group consisting of 
CPL and a language based on CPL (voice application using XML) such that the instruction filed 
defines instructions for controlling the voice transmission (see for example, column 7, lines 3 1-65). 

As per claims 9-10, Danner et al discloses the limitation of wherein, for processing the 
instruction file, a same parser program is used for decomposing the instruction file into individual 
instructions and wherein a same application program is used for executing the instructions, 
irrespective of the authorization level (see column 7, lines 10-48). 

Conclusion 

3. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. See PTO-form 892. 
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3.1 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CARL COLIN whose telephone number is (571)272-3862. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday, 8:00-6:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nasser G. Moazzami can be reached on 571-272-4195. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Carl Colin/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2136 



March 14, 2008 



